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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 15 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The added expression "the distance 
= (the calculated distance between the first R tree and the second R tree)/(a sum of the 
vertexes in the first R tree and the second R trees), is found to be obvious since this is a 
well known method of determining distance 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed 8/23/07, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 8 
and 22 under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, 
the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made. 

Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewlse extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim (s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thoiington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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2. Claims 1 and 4 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending 
Application No. 10658812. 

3. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because removing inherent and/or unnecessary limitations/step in the 
claims would be within the level of one of ordinary skill in the art. It is well settled that 
the omission of a step/element, e.g. "allotting case information to the edge of an R 
tree, etc.", and its function is an obvious expedient if the remaining elements/steps 
perform the same function as before. In re Karlson, 136 USPQ 184 (CCPA 1963). Also 
note Ex parte Rainu . 168 USPQ 375 (Bd. App. 1969). Omission of a reference element 
or step whose function is not needed would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

4. This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to v^ich said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in vAvdIn the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Algorithms for Computing the Distances between Unordered Trees, Shaoming Liu and 
Eiichi Tanaka (referred to as Liu) in view of Dolan et al. US6,871,174. 

Regarding claims 1 and 15, Liu discloses a comparison method (see Summary) 
comprising: 

calculating a distance between the first R tree and the second R tree on the basis of a 
distance between two R trees, which is defined at least in accordance with a condition 
of a mapping between vertexes of the two R trees (see Summary); 
and calculating a distance between the first text sentence and the second text sentence 
on the basis of the calculated distance between the first R tree and the second R tree 
(see Summary, examiner interprets calculating a distance between the first text 
sentence and the second text sentence as calculating a distance between the two R- 
trees since the sentences are represented as R-trees). 

Although Liu discloses calculating a distance between the first R tree and the second R 
tree, Liu does not explicitly discloses the distance = (the calculated distance between 
the first R tree and the second R tree)/ (a sum of vertexes in the first R tree and the 
second R tree). However this feature is well known in the art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to divide the calculated distance by the sum of 
the vertices to compare the sentences, because the vertices indicates the similarity 
between the sentences. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art to utilize the above equation to calculate a distance between two sentences KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S.-82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 
Although Liu discloses a comparison method, Liu does not specifically disclose a text 
sentence comparison method comprising converting a first text sentence and a second 
text sentence into a first R tree and a second R tree, respectively; 
However these features are well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et 
al. discloses a text sentence comparison method (see col. 2, lines 57-59), converting a 
first text sentence and a second text sentence into a first R tree and a second R tree, 
respectively (see col. 2, lines 55-59 and col. 4, lines, where a logical graph is interpreted 
by the examiner as an R-tree - see col. 4, lines 8-1 1 and the textual segments are 
sentences-see col. 4, lines 5-7) to identify a relationship between two textual segments 
(see col. 2, lines 57-59). Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made, to represent textual sentences as R-trees for 
comparison using Liu's method of comparison. 



Regarding claim 2 and 16, the limitations of claims 1 and 15 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses, wherein in the calculation of the distance between the 
first R tree and the second R tree: a distance between a forest, which the first R tree 
includes, and a forest, which the second R tree include (see page 89, Fig. 1 and page 
91 paragraphs 9-12); 
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a distance between a subtree, which the first R tree includes, and a subtree, which the 
second R tree includes; and a vertex mapping weight of a mapping from the first R tree 
to the second R tree; are calculated (see page 89 Fig. 1 and page 92 paragraph 2). 

Regarding claims 3 and 17, the limitations of claims 2 and 16 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses the vertex mapping weight calculated on the basis of 
word substitution weight, word deletion weight, and word insertion weight (see page 90, 
paragraph 14). 

Liu does not disclose the text sentence comparison method according to claim 2, 
wherein: in the conversion: words included in the first text sentence is allotted to 
vertexes of the first R trees; and words included in the second text sentence is allotted 
to vertexes of the second R trees. However this feature is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et al. discloses the conversion where words included 
in the first text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the first R trees; and words included in 
the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the second R trees (see col. 2, lines 
63-65, where the first logical represents a textual input, interpreted as the first sentence 
and the second graph represents information in a lexical knowledge base interpreted as 
the second sentence) to identify a relationship between two textual segments. Thus it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two sentences. 
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Regarding claims 4 and 18, the limitations of claims 2 and 16 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses the vertex mapping weight is calculated on the basis of 
word substitution weight, word deletion weight, word insertion weight, case substitution 
weight, case deletion weight, and case insertion weight (see page 90 paragraph 14). 
Liu does not disclose the text sentence comparison method according to claim 2, 
wherein: in the conversion: word information and case. information of the first text 
sentence are allotted to vertexes of the first R trees; and word information and case 
information of the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the second R trees. 
However this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et al. 
discloses the conversion where word information and case information included in the 
first text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the first R trees; and word information and 
case information included in the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the 
second R trees (see col. 2, lines 63-65, where the first logical represents a textual input, 
interpreted as the first sentence and the second graph represents information in a 
lexical knowledge base interpreted as the second sentence and col. 4, lines 8-1 1 where 
syntactic and semantic information is provided) to identify a relationship between two 
textual segments. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two 
sentences. 

Regarding claims 5 and 19, the limitations of claims 1 and 15 were met as discussed 
above. Liu discloses setting the condition of the mapping between the two R trees (see 
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Regarding claims 6 and 20, the limitations of claims 1 and 15 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses wherein the condition of the mapping between the two 
R trees includes: the mapping is a one-to-one mapping (see page 90, Fig. 2 where the 
mappings of the vertexes shown are one to one); the mapping preserves parent-child 
relationship (see summary where the algorithm disclosed is based on structure 
preserving mapping, thus the parent-child relationship is preserved; and the mapping 
preserves structure (see Summary where the algorithm disclosed is based on structure 
preserving mapping). 

Regarding claims 7 and 21, the limitations of claims 1 and 15 are disclosed as 
discussed above. Liu discloses outputting the calculated distance between the first text 
sentence and second text sentence (see Summary where the algorithms output 
distance calculation between two R-trees, which represent two sentences). Liu does 
not disclose inputting the first text sentence and the second text sentence; and 
outputting the calculated distance between the first text sentence and the second text 
sentence. However this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. 
who discloses representing two sentences as logical graphs, where the sentences must 
be input to be represented as logical graphs (see col. 2, lines 57-59). Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two sentences 
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Regarding claims 8 and 22, Liu discloses a comparison method (see Summary) 
comprising: 

calculating a distance between the first R tree and the second R tree on the basis of a 

distance between two R trees, which is defined at least in accordance with a condition 

of a mapping between vertexes of the two R trees (see Summary); 

and calculating a distance between the first text sentence and the second text sentence 

on the basis of the calculated distance between the first R tree and the second R tree 

(see Summary, examiner interprets calculating a distance between the first text 

sentence and the second text sentence as calculating a distance between the two R- 

trees since the sentences are represented as R-trees). 

Although Liu discloses the above limitations using an R-Tree, it is not explicitly 

disclosed using an RO-tree. However these features are well known in the art. It would 

be easier to calculate distances between two RO trees than for two R-trees because the 

order is taken into account. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 

the art at the time the invention was made to use an RO tree. 

Although Liu discloses a comparison method, Liu does not specifically disclose a text 

sentence comparison method comprising converting a first text sentence and a second 

text sentence into a first R tree and a second R tree, respectively; 

However these features are well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et 

al. discloses a text sentence comparison method (see col. 2, lines 57-59), converting a 

first text sentence and a second text sentence into a first R tree and a second R tree. 
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respectively (see col. 2, lines 55-59 and col, 4, lines, where a logical graph is interpreted 
by the examiner as an R-tree - see col. 4, lines 8-1 1 and the textual segments are 
sentences-see col. 4, lines 5-7) to identify a relationship between two textual segments 
(see col. 2, lines 57-59). Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made, to represent textual sentences as R-trees for 
comparison using Liu's method of comparison. 



Regarding claim 9 and 23, the limitations of claims 8 and 22 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses, wherein in the calculation of the distance between the 
first RO tree and the second RO tree: a distance between a forest, which the first RO 
tree includes, and a forest, which the second RO tree include (see page 89, Fig. 1 and 
page 91 paragraphs 9-12); 

a distance between a subtree, which the first RO tree includes, and a subtree, which the 
second RO tree includes; and a vertex mapping weight of a mapping from the first RO 
tree to the second RO tree; are calculated (see page 89 Fig. 1 and page 92 paragraph 
2). 

Regarding claims 10 and 24, the limitations of claims 9 and 23 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses the vertex mapping weight calculated on the basis of 
word substitution weight, word deletion weight, and word insertion weight (see page 90, 
paragraph 14). 
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Liu does not disclose the text sentence comparison method according to claim 2, 
wherein: in the conversion: words included in the first text sentence is allotted to 
vertexes of the first RO trees; and words included in the second text sentence is allotted 
to vertexes of the second RO trees. However this feature is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et al. discloses the conversion where words included 
in the first text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the first RO trees; and words included 
in the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the second RO trees (see coL 2, 
lines 63-65, where the first logical represents a textual input, interpreted as the first 
sentence and the second graph represents information in a lexical knowledge base 
interpreted as the second sentence) to identify a relationship between two textual 
segments. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two sentences. 

Regarding claims 4 and 18, the limitations of claims 2 and 16 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses the vertex mapping weight is calculated on the basis of 
word substitution weight, word deletion weight, word insertion weight, case substitution 
weight, case deletion weight, and case insertion weight (see page 90 paragraph 14). 
Liu does not disclose the text sentence comparison method according to claim 2, 
wherein: in the conversion: word information and case information of the first text 
sentence are allotted to vertexes of the first RO trees; and word information and case 
information of the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the second RO trees. 
However this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. Dolan et al. 
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discloses the conversion where word information and case information included in the 
first text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the first RO trees; and word information and 
case information included in the second text sentence is allotted to vertexes of the 
second R trees (see col. 2, lines 63-65, where the first logical represents a textual input, 
interpreted as the first sentence and the second graph represents information in a 
lexical knowledge base interpreted as the second sentence and col. 4, lines 8-1 1 where 
syntactic and semantic information is provided) to identify a relationship between two 
textual segments. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two 
sentences. 

Regarding claims 12 and 26, the limitations of claims 8 and 22 were met as discussed 
above, Liu discloses setting the condition of the mapping between the two RO trees 
(see page 91 paragraph 1 1 ). 

Regarding claims 13 and 27, the limitations of claims 8 and 22 have been met as 
discussed above. Liu discloses wherein the condition of the mapping between the two 
R trees includes: the mapping is a one-to-one mapping (see page 90, Fig. 2 where the 
mappings of the vertexes shown are one to one); the mapping preserves parent-child 
relationship (see summary where the algorithm disclosed is based on structure 
preserving mapping, thus the parent-child relationship is preserved; and the mapping 
preserves structure (see Summary where the algorithm disclosed is based on structure 
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preserving mapping). 

Regarding claims 14 and 28, the limitations of claims 8 and 22 are disclosed as 
discussed above. Liu discloses outputting the calculated distance between the first text 
sentence and second text sentence (see Summary where the algorithms output 
distance calculation between two RO-trees, which represent two sentences). Liu does 
not disclose inputting the first text sentence and the second text sentence; and 
outputting the calculated distance between the first text sentence and the second text 
sentence. However this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Dolan et al. 
who discloses representing two sentences as logical graphs, where the sentences must 
be input to be represented as logical graphs (see col. 2, lines 57-59). Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Dolan et al. with Liu to compare two sentences 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Danelle E. Jones whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1241. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am - 5:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 



Please change the PTOL-326 to reflect the final and the form paragraph should be in the 
office action. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



DJ 

01/30/08 




y RICHEMONDDORVIL 
tuFc. ,\/JSORY PATENT EXAf ' 



